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" TEACHER CHARACTERISTICS AND TEACHING EFFECTIVENESS OF - .
VOCATIONAL INDUSTRIAL EDUCATION INSTRUCTORS :

-

’ The increased need for skilled gnd semi-skilled workers has fostered expanded
recruitment and training of instructors whe are capable of imparting occupational
skills and teehnica1 knowledge to yohth and adults seeking employment in the indus-
tria1 society. Because of thi; eemand ft has become necessary to recruit instruc-
tors from sources other than teacher training institutions - often directly from
induétry or from the military. Although these teachers are highly skilled in a
particular trade area,.they’léck formal, pedagogical training, particularly those
professional education courses often cpnsﬁdered essential to satisfactory teac@é}g{‘
effectiveness. )

Numerous studies have been conducted in the area gj teacher effectiveness.
The results of the studies are very often contrad1ctory From these studies it
is difficult to ascerta1n the effects of forma1 educat1on upon c1assroom teach1ng
performance wh11e Pfah] (1971) found a positive relationship between educat1on \
and performance, Croom (1972) found no re1etiohship.and Musgrove (1968) found a ‘
hegative re1atienship between: the two variables. It is also difficu1t to conclude

the effect of frade experience on teaching performance. Musgrove (1968) found that

: ‘L A - :
there was a positive relationship between occupational experience and teacher

. - to. . . /.
. effectiveness when‘measured\on a teacher se1f—rating. On the other hand,’no rela-

t1onsh1p was found between these two variables when teacher perfo‘//nce was rated
(

by superv1sors or by students. As far as the teach1ng exper1ence 'is concerned,

Croom (1972) ~found that "outstand1ng" teachers have more years of teach1ng experi- \

ence. The result was substant1ated with a study by Musgrove (1968)
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There has been a controvefsj with regard'to‘the s0u}ée of teacher-evaluation.
The argument over whether(or/hot administrators and superQisors eén,effective1y
rate teaching performance 15 widespread.” Hedlund (1§54)'end‘dohjion end Radebaugh:\
(1969) found that administrators could effective?y evaluate and identify superior
teachers; Newton (1972) pointed out that supervisors' and aministratofs eval-
uations are often based upon the qualities of the teacher rather than poh/the
Tearn}ng outcomes. _ wheh teacher peer ratings are used, Morsh and Wilder (1954)
found that instructors tended to evaluate their c011eagues upon the.amount of sub-
ject matter which they possessed rather than upon their actual teaching effective-
ness. While Bolton (1973) favored self-evaluation because "threat" is removed,
Turner (1971) found that teachers generally rate themselves lower than either supe-
riors or students.. Arguments both for and against the use of student ratings are in
abundance. For example, Brickman (1966) opposed student eva]uatieh while Gut
(1954) supported the use of rat1ngs -
In summary, the prev1ous research studies showed that teachers' background
eharacter1st1cs, namely educational level, trade experience level and teaching experi-
" ence level had d1ffe;ent effects on teaching experience. The evaldators, depending
upon the position they held, put different emphases on teaching effectiveness. A main'~
s «purpose of the present study was to determine the effects of tradejexper1ence, teach-‘
e ing expenfence, anq formal professiqpal education on the classroom teaching perfor-
mance of vocatiomal industrial education instructors, when the ratings from five sources
namely a) 22%201 administrator (director, principal, assistdnt director, or assis-

tant principal), b) one superviser (local school division director or supervisor

[ , - .
of wocational education, general supervisor, or secondaly supervisor), c) teacher-

1 . .
_peer, d) one self-rating, and e) students, are simultaneously analyzed. ' |
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* : METHOD

Instruments: Four instruments were develqped, one instrument to be used by

administrators’(Groub 1) and supervisors (Group~;3, one by teacher-peers (Group 3), .

one by teachers themse]ves (Group-4), and the fourth by students (Group 5). A

committeg\\f state and national experts in the field of vocationai education provi-

ded assistance in constructing the 1nstruments The instruments used by the first
groups contained seventeen items and the instruments used by the students contained
sixteen items. Each item was rated 1 to 5 on the *’kert type sca]e. A pilot study
was conducted to determine test - retest reliability of the instruments. The cor-

relation coefficients are given in Table 1.

Subjects ‘ ‘ ) )

A2 x 2.x 2 design was used in the study. This design represented two levels *

(tow and high) of tredetexperience,‘two levels (low and high) of teaching experi-
ence, and two 18vels (low and high) of semester’ hours of professional education.
Low trade experience and low teaching experience was operationally defined as .0-5 |
years, while high trade experience and high teaching experience was defined as é or
more ‘years. Low professional education was'estabiished as 0-12 semester hours and
high professional education was set at 13 or more semester-hours. .

A total of 453 trade and industrial education instructors were identified
from among the records of fu]i-iime trade teachers in Virginia. Using a strati-
fied random sampiing technique 72 instructors (nine in each cell.of the design)
were selected. Each instructor was eva]uated by one school administrator (Group
1), one school division supervisor (Group 2),.two teacher-peers (GrouP 3), one
self-rating (Group 4), and by.one class of students taught by the instructor (Group
5). Ratings were obtained from al]l five groups on 62 instructors. . Of the 432

rating packets mailed, 406 (94%) were returned and used“in the data analyses.

.

‘
2




Analysis

4

A mean total score of eath group of fraters was computed for each instructor.
K . . .

Each instructor then had five measures of his cﬂassroom teaching perforhance as

received from (1) a school administrator, (2) a supervisor, (3) teacher-peers,
'53(4) a self-rating and (?) students. ;o : _' .J}' ' |
Data from each pf'the five groups were ana]yzed us1ng univariate analysis of
variance (ANOVA).\.Data from alf five sources were samu1taneous]y analyzed US1ng
muTtivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA).
RESULTS .
The means.and standafd deviations of groups of raters by teachers “'charac-
' teristicsﬁare giyeniin, able 2. \ .
Analysis of vari hce (ANOVA) was used .to assess the effects,of trade experi-

/
ence (T), teaching

xperience (g), and professional education (H) on classroom teach-_
ing performance, when rated by {ndividual grqﬁps ef raters.

- A significance of level of .05 (a = .05) was-selected a priori to test the.
qy]l hypotpese of equal mean°perfdrmance ratings between teacher characteristics.
"Table 3 presents the results of ANOVA of administrators' ratings. ‘ .

The F yalue of 5.678 for trade experience was significant (a = .0%). There-
fore the 1N hypothe51s of no difference in the mean ratings between those instruc-
tors wholhave high 1evels of trade experience was rejected. The f1nd1ngs 1nd1cated !

that schoel administrators rate differently-those instructors whd have 1ow trade ex-

periefice and those instructors who have high trade experience. , »

Table 4 presents the results of ANOVA to test differences in the meaﬁ perfor-

mafce ratings given by supervisors. ~/
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When rated: by‘sl}erv1sors, the interaction effects of trade exper1ence (T)

-and professional. education (H) 1s significant at the .05 1eve1 Table 5 presents

" the results of ANOVA to test d1fferences in the mean performance rat1ngs of -

teacher-peers.

When rated by teacher-peers, the differences in the mean performance‘ratings
of vocational industfial education fnstructors were not siatistica11y significant
for any source (a = »05).’ - ' S

. r

. Table 6 preseLts the results of ANOVA-to test the differences in the mean

performance ratings of vocational industrial education instructors using a self-

<

rat1ng

The differences in thexéeén performance ratings for those vocational indus-

-

trial education. 1nstrg;tors who have§1ow trade experience and those instructors

]

who have high trade experience are stat1st1ca11y s1gnaf1cant when  rated by in-"
structors on a self-rating.at-the 05 level. .. _ - ,
‘ In'addi;jon,’the differences in mean, performance ratings for those instructors
who have a low level of prbfessidna1,educatiqn and those who have a high level -of
prqfessione1 educatitn areﬂstatistiea11§ signifieant‘wﬁeﬁ rated by instructors on

instrument at the ,.05 Tevel. » .z

-

a seff-rating

D1f¥erences in .the .mean performance rat1ngs ass1gned by students were not_

statistically significant at the’ .05 1eve1
! ’ s

-
1

is presented in Table 7. - )

whennere ratings from the five groups were analyzed simultaneously, the
resaats of MANOVA ;powed tRat none of the effects vere significant, MANOVA in-
dicated'that when %he'teta1 profile of teaching effectiveness was obtained from-
all sources, there were no. sign1f1cant d1ﬁferences among the 1nstructors Table

8 shows the resu]ts of MANOVA . & .

-

The ana1ys1s of variance for students .




"true" teaching effectiveness.

IMPLICATIONS » - .

o . . &

. . , - (Y o v . 3 ,
The results of this study indicated that years of teaching experience was not-
t 3 LI

)

emphas1zed by any group of naters The vaf%ab1e which had the greaier.effect on

the ratings g1ven by the f1ve groups was trade exper1ence as expressed by adm1n-'

istrators and teachers themselves. Profess1ona1 educ jon was emphaslzed by -

teachers on a self-rating.

Al

Most of the students might not have been familiar with the qua1ificqtﬁons-

Students failed to emphas1zd’any one part1cu1&n_varf—

able.

- .

of trade instructors, consequently, their evaluations were most likely based on
.- . 4 ¢

> As the results indicate, the background character-

[N |}

isiihsaff instructors did not make a.difference in the ratings given by stuﬂents? .

Teacher-peer ratings also indicated that the variables of trade experience, teach-
' ) s .

;

-ing experience and professional education do not significantly influence the

ratings of fellow teachers. Multivariate analyses further substantiated this .

‘ b, ! -
«

observ?tion

/ Teacher certification requirements for vOcat1ona1 industrial education in-

-

»stru€tors. requires both.tnede experience and profess1opa1 education. Th1s study

shows that trade experience- and professiona1 education do not cqntfibute to teach-

v

iﬁg’effectiveness from the point of view of students, teaéherlpeers; and ‘when all

\

in the teacher certification process of vocational ‘industrial education 1nstructors

f1ve rating groups‘were combined, Th1s finding shou1d be taken 1nto conS1derat1on

14
»

: >
.




Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients for:
Reliability of Rating Instruments

-7-

/

Table 1 -

Type of Form Number of Raters ReTYabj1ity
" Administrator* n-10 r=.925
Supérviéor* . n=10 r=.932
Teacher-Peer n=11 “r=.828
Self-Raiing n=11 r=.919
Student - n=60 r=.701
*Saméiform
: '
\ =]
4
AN .

w
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. Table 3

.
S

RN

‘ Analysis of Variance of Ratings by Administrators

Source ~ . df ’ MSJ F
o
T - 1 1519 . 5.678%
E 1 * 0,002 .008 ,
H , -1 8259 . .968
TE oy 1 232, 866
TJH . 1 .255 952 - v
EH "1 -~ .276 1.030
TEH 1 .646 2:416
ERROR 54~ .267 . .
TOTAL 61 .
. *Significant at .05 level '
L
4 vt /
} ‘

Analysis of Variance of Ra&ings-by SuperVi%ors

fab]e 4 )

e

<

X - : 77
Source df - MS F .
T 1 615 2,148 7
E v 1 .059 .205
Y 1 586 2.041
TE 1 .004 013+, -
TH , 1 1.301.: 4,530% ;
EH - )1 .585 - 2,039 -
TEH 1 017" . 060
* ERROR *_J 54 .287 R
- TOTAL . 61 ‘
g *Significant at .05 level -
é , .
T e 3 ) ’ [ye
)tv - ; >,

’
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’ Table 5
Analysi$ of Variance of Ratfings by Teacher-Peers
Source . df ST NS F
T '\35\ 1 633 2.195
E-. * 1 146 . .506
: TR 1 .008. 1028
TE. 1 019 .065 *
. TH 1 . .347. 1.205
EH - S 137 476
, TEH 1 . ..038 1132
ERROR 54 - - .288 .
- TOTAL - 61°
o~ * ) . Table 6 -
" - Analysis of Variance of Self-Ratings
Source - df . " Ms F
: - T 1 #1410 6.500%
E 1 \ .065 .300
H._ 1. 1.001 4.614% -
TE® 1 . .08 ..378
- _TH ! » 013, .060
v ‘B - S © 216 T 7 .997
. TER - T .010 -+ .048
* ERROR 54, . .217 ..048
TOTAL 6L . . :
_ * . 3. ’g‘f" P . v

R '*;\gﬁificant at gés Tevel S

\y

e
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' R ) Ané]ys%s of.. Variance of’Ratihgs by Students o -if

. #  Source ‘ M. S F L0t A -

" . N ¢
g <o ' - ~ -
. ".125 1.3%9
- , M4 3711 )
) .010 112
.t oL 227 - 2.447"
- - .166% 1.788
045 .483
050 .537
093 .537

. .. Tableg . - . &

_ " Multivariate Tests of Significance for
» . " Simultaneous Group-Ratings

- ' “ sl 4 .
5, .

R . Source ©o df . F
L4

2.215
1.172
1.506 g

—— N

L R 2
oo ot oTOohOoTOn

(30080 WS W WS
-
lafaPofofolala)

s .896 -
™ . - ,50) . 1,348 -t .
EH -~ ,50) .886 .
* TEH 5,50) w810 ..-7
’ 1] =
. 5 - I
. ' ?
‘ ) : £ .. ,
. . - ' i
B - . 1
- ! ;
b ¢ , 3
“ Y 3
' v 1;..:" :
4 l. .:.
=~ - .: [} ./ "
V R / R ,
! ¢ l ¢ ;
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